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1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described In a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

2. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being clearly anticipated by either 
Engel (U. S. Pat. No. 2.542,491) or Koyama (U. S. Pat. No. 6.012,473). 

Re claim 1 , Engel and Koyama are each cited disclosing a paint roller cover cleaning 
tool adapted for use in cleaning paint roller covers by conveniently connecting them to 
commonly used hand held electric drills (see "D" in Engel and col. 3, lines 34-43 in 
Koyama) for cleaning them by spinning comprising: a shaft (1 in Engel and 28 in ^ 
Koyama) having two ends, said shaft threaded at a first end (2' in Engel and 18 in 
Koyama), a roller cover support means (6 in Engel and 26 in Koyama) adapted to 
support a conventional tubular paint roller cover thereon mounted on said shaft and 
extending axially there along, a protuberance means (5 in Engel and 22 in Koyama) 
located on said shaft at a distance from said first end which is greater than the axial 
length of said roller cover support means, and a compressing means (5* in Engel and 22 
in Koyama) on said threaded end of said shaft forcing said roller cover support means 
into frictional engagement with said protuberance means for coupling said roller cover 
support means to said shaft for rotation therewith when said second end of said shaft is 
connected to an electric drill. 

3. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over either 
Engel or Koyama in view of Kolb (U. S. Pat. No. 4,545,395). 
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Claim 2 defines over the applied prior art only in the recitation of the guide sleeve and 
the retaining means therefore. Kolb is cited disclosing in an apparatus for cleaning a 
paint roller, where there is provided a guide sleeve (7) and retaining means (8, 9) as 
claimed. It therefore would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to 
modify the device of either Engel or Koyama, to include a sleeve and retaining means 
as taught by Kolb, for the purpose of allowing for the manual holding the apparatus 
during cleaning. 

4. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1 and 2 have been considered but 
are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. However in regard to the remarks on 
the Engel and Koyama references, namely that they fail to disclose the specific 
structure, please note the following. Applicant has claimed a "protuberance means" and 
the examiner has defined the same as "bulging out or beyond the surrounding surface", 
Random House College Dictionary, 1980. Therefore, giving the limitation its broadest 
reasonable interpretation (as allowed by the examiner), the nut 5 in Engel and 22 in 
Koyama, clearly meet this definition. Although applicant's specification teaches the use 
of "ears" stamped from the shaft as the protuberance, this structure has not been 
claimed. And if claimed, attention is directed to MPEP 2144.06 
SUBSTITUTING EQUIVALENTS KNOWN FOR THE SAME PURPOSE, which states: 
In order to rely on equivalence as a rationale supporting an obviousness 

rejection, the equivalency must be recognized in the prior art, and cannot be 

based on applicant's disclosure or the mere fact that the components at issue 

are functional or mechanical equivalents. In re Ruff, 256 F.2d 590, 118 USPQ 
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340 (CCPA 1958) (The mere fact that components are claimed as members of a 
Markush group cannot be relied upon to establish the equivalency of these 
components. However, an applicant's expressed recognition of an art- 
recognized or obvious equivalent may be used to refute an argument that such 
equivalency does not exist.); In re Scott, 323 F.2d 1016, 139 USPQ 297 (CCPA 
1963) (Claims were drawn to a hollow fiberglass shaft for archery and a process 
for the production thereof where the shaft differed from the prior art in the use 
of a paper tube as the core of the shaft as compared with the light wood or 
hardened foamed resin core of the prior art. The Board found the claimed 
invention would have been obvious, reasoning that the prior art foam core is the 
functional and mechanical equivalent of the claimed paper core. The court 
reversed, holding that components which are functionally or mechanically 
equivalent are not necessarily obvious in view of one another, and in this 
case, the use of a light wood or hardened foam resin core does not fairly 
suggest the use of a paper core.); Smith v. Hayashi, 209 USPQ 754 (Bd. of Pat. 

■ 

Inter. 1980) (The mere fact that phthalocyanine and selenium function as 
equivalent photoconductors in the claimed environment was not sufficient to 
establish that one would have been obvious over the other. However, there was 
evidence that both phthalocyanine and selenium were known photoconductors in 
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the art of electrophotography. "This, in our view, presents strong evidence of 
obviousness in substituting one for the other in an electrophotographic 
environment as a photoconductor." 209 USPQ at 759.). An express suggestion to 
substitute one equivalent component or process for another is not necessary to 
render such substitution obvious. In re Fout, 675 F.2d 297, 213 USPQ 532 
(CCPA 1982). The protuberance as claimed functions to prevent movement of the 
roller support up the shaft and provides a bearing surface for the support. Clearly the 

m 

nuts in Engel and Koyama are a protuberance with respect to the shaft and functions in 
the same manner as instantly claimed. In regard to the compression means, it is 
understood by the examiner that the compression means as instantly claimed, 
compress the roller support means (4) axially thereby bowing out the roller support 
means for engagement with the inner surface of the roller thereby providing frictional 
supporting the roller. Attention is directed to Engel (col. 2, lines 24-29) and Koyama 
(col. 5, lines10-24). Clearly, the nuts at the free end of the shaft, are axially adjusted 
allowing for movement of the roller support, at the free end of the support, axially up the 
shaft thereby compressing the roller support as instantly claimed causing the support to 
bow outwardly. As for the sleeve as claimed, it is agreed that the applied prior art fails to 
teach this limitation and therefore, Kolb is applied. 

4. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to FRANKIE L. STINSON whose telephone number is 
(571 ) 272-1308. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F from 5:30 am to 2:00 
pm and some Saturdays from approximately 5:30 am to 1 1 :30 am. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Michael Barr, can be reached on (571) 272-1700. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-272-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status Information for . 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free).^ 
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